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OPINIONS  OF  GENERAL  INTEREST  REGARDING  QUESTIONS 
ARISING  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 


50.  Notice  to  manufacturers  of  sweeping  compounds. 

It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the  Department  that  many  manufacturers  of 
sweeping  compounds  make  claims  on  their  labels  or  in  their  literature  that 
such  compounds  will  act  as  germicides  or  disinfectants  and  will  be  effective  in 
either  killing  or  repelling  clothes  moths,  buffalo  bugs,  and  certain  other  house- 
hold insects. 

Manufacturers  are  informed  that  sweeping  compounds  so  labeled  or  adver- 
tised, if  offered  for  import  or  export,  or  shipped  in  interstate  commerce,  or 
manufactured,  sold,  or  offered  for  sale  in  the  Territories  or  the  District  of 
Columbia  are  subject  to  the  various  provisions  of  the  Insecticide  Act  Of  1910 
and  must  bear  on  the  face  of  the  principal  label  the  form  of  statement  relative 
to  inert  ingredients  or  active  and  inert  ingredients  required  by  section  8  of  the 
above-mentioned  act. 

If  manufacturers  of  sweeping  compounds  desire  to  remove  these  products 
from  the  application  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  they  should  sell,  label, 
advertise,  and  represent  their  products  merely,  as  sweeping  compounds  and 
should  not  sell,  label,  advertise,  or  represent  them  as  having  insecticidal  or 
fungicidal  (including  disinfectant  and  antiseptic)  properties. 

Many  of  the  sweeping  compounds,  which  are  labeled  or  advertised  as  being 
of  service  in  killing  or  repelling  clothes  moths,  buffalo  bugs,  and  certain  other 
household  insects  and  are  labeled  or  advertised  as  possessing  disinfectant  or 
germicidal  properties,  have  been  tested  by  the  scientists  of  the  Insecticide  and 
Fungicide  Board,  and  it  has  been  the  almost  universal  experience  that  the 
products  are  not  effective  in  either  repelling  or  killing  clothes  moths,  buffalo 
bugs,  and  certain  other  household  insects  when  used  as  directed,  and  are  not 
effective  as  disinfectants  or  germicides  either  when  used  as  directed  or  used 
in  any  other  manner. 

1  Free  distribution  will  be  limited  to  firms,  establishments,  and  journals  especially  con- 
cerned. Others  desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
Government  Printing  Oflice,  Washington,  D.  C,  at  5  cents  each. 

6104°— 17— No.  17  1  295 


296 


INSECTICIDE  AND  FUNGICIDE  BOARD. 


[S.  R.  A., 


51.  Notice  to  manufacturers  of  washing  and  scouring  powders. 

It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the  Department  that  many  manufacturers 
of  washing  and  scouring  powders  make  claims  on  their  lahels  or  in  their  litera- 
ture that  such  powders  will  act  as  germicides  or  disinfectants,  and  antiseptics. 

Manufacturers  are  informed  that  washing  and  scouring  powders  so  labeled 
or  advertised,  if  offered  for  import  or  export,  if  shipped  in  interstate  commerce, 
or  manufactured,  sold,  or  offered  for  sale  in  the  Territories  or  the  District  of 
Columbia,  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  and  must 
bear  on  the  face  of  the  principal  label  the  form  of  statement  relative  to  inert 
ingredients  or  active  and  inert  ingredients  required  by  section  8  of  the  above- 
mentioned  act. 

If  manufacturers  of  washing  and  scouring  powders  desire  to  remove  these 
products  from  the  application  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  they  should  Label, 
sell,  advertise,  and  represent  such  products  merely  as  washing  and  scorn  ing 
powders,  and  should  not  label,  sell,  advertise,  or  represent  them  as  having 
insecticidal  or  fungicidal  (including  disinfectant  and  antiseptic)  properties. 

A  considerable  number  of  the  washing  and  scouring  powders  which  are  labeled 
or  advertised  as  possessing  disinfectant  or  germicidal,  and  antiseptic  properties 
have  been  tested  by  the  scientists  of  the  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board,  and  it 
has  been  found  that  most  of  them  are  not  effective  as  disinfectants  or  germi- 
cides, or  as  antiseptics  when  used  as  directed  or  when  used  under  any  practical 
conditions  of  application. 

52.  Notice  to  manufacturers  of  soda  lye. 

In  cooperation  with  the  Zoological  Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Animal  Industry 
of  this  Department,  tests  have  been  made  relative  to  the  use  of  soda  lye  as  a 
remedy  for  and  preventive  against  worms  infesting  hogs. 

Hogs  were  fed  daily  for  75  days  with  small  amounts  of  soda  lye  mixed  with 
the  feed  in  accordance  with  the  directions  printed  on  the  label  of  the  sample 
tested:.  "Mix  one  tablespoonful  *  *  *  with  slop  for  ten  (10)  hogs,  or  one- 
half  (£)  can  with  barrel  of  swill.  Stir  well  and  feed  night  and  morning.  If 
your  hogs  are  on  a  dry  feed  ration,  mix  one-half  (^)  can  *  *  *  to  each 
barrel  of  drinking  water."  • 

Hogs  so  treated  remained  infested  throughout  the  period  of  the  experiment, 
and  the  extent  of  infestation  increased  rather  than  decreased.  The  efficacy 
of  soda  lye  as  a  remedy  for  or  preventive  against  worms  parasitic  in  other  ani- 
mals was  not  tested,  but  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  digestive  tract  of  sheep  is 
much  more  complex  than  that  of  hogs,  it  is  probable  that  a  drug  failing  to  have 
any  demonstrable  effect  on  worms  in  the  comparatively  simple  digestive  tract 
of  hogs  would  be  equally  unsatisfactory  in  the  case  of  sheep  and  other  ruminants. 

In  view  of  the  results  of  the  above  experiments,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  Board 
that  statements  on  soda-lye  labels,  recommending  the  use  of  such  lye  as  a  worm 
remedy  and  preventive,  are  unwarranted  and  shook!  be  removed,  unless  manu- 
facturers can  produce  scientific  proof  that  BOda  lye.  used  in  accordance  with  the 
din  r  liens  given  on  their  individual  labels,  will  be  efftn-tive  as  a  worm  remedy  or 
preventive. 

NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

279.  Misbranding  of  44  Cremolrne."    U.  S.  v.  Five  Cans  of  "  Cremoline."     Default  decree  of 
condemnation  and  forfeiture.    Product  ordered  destroyed.     (I.  A  F.  No.  401.  Dom. 
No.  10400.    S.  No.  -U.) 
On  March  21,  i916i  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 

Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  a  libel,  and 
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on  May  17.  1916,  filed  an  amendment  thereto  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  said  district,  praying  condemnation  and  forfeiture  of  five  cans 
of  an  article  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  designated 
"  Cremoline."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  transported 
from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Illinois  for  sale ;  that  it  remained 
unsold  at  East  St.  Louis,  111 ;  and  that  it  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  insecticide  act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  it  was  designed 
and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  the  cans  contain- 
ing the  article  were  so  labeled  and  branded  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser thereof,  in  this:  That  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans, 
"  Cremoline  Disinfectant  '  The  Best  Health  Insurance,'  A  perfect  disinfectant, 
deodorant,  &  germicide,"  represented  that  the  article  would  be  the  best  insur- 
ance of  health,  and  that  the  article  would  be  a  perfect  deodorant,  whereas  the 
article  would  not  be  the  best  insurance  of  health  and  would  not  be  a  perfect 
deodorant;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans, 
"  Cremoline  is  the  surest,  strongest,  most  economical  disinfectant  you  can  pro- 
cure. It  is  nonpoisonous.  It  is  safe  as  it  is  efficient,"  represented  that  the  ar- 
ticle was  the  surest  and  strongest  disinfectant  that  may  be  procured,  and  that 
it  was  nonpoisonous,  and  by  reason  thereof  safe,  whereas  the  article  was  not 
the  surest  and  strongest  disinfectant  that  may  be  procured,  and  the  article  was 
poisonous,  and  by  reason  thereof  was  not  safe ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements, 
borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "  Cremoline  Disinfectant  thoroughly  applied  will 
drive  away  Ants,  Roaches,  Water  Bugs,  Bed  Bugs,  and  all  noxious  insects. 
Scrub  or  spray  infested  places  with  one  part  Cremoline  to  twenty-five  parts 
water,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  drive  away  all  noxious  insects  which 
infest  households,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  drive  away  all  noxious  insects 
which  infest  households. 

On  May  17,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  filed  an  amendment  to  the  libel 
filed  on  March  21,  1916.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in 
the  amendment  to  the  libel  in  that  it  was  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  the  cans  containing  the  article  were  so  labeled 
and  branded  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  thereof,  in  this,  that  the 
statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "  Destroys  bad  odors,"  represented 
that  the  article  would  destroy  all  bad  odors,  whereas  the  article  would  not 
destroy  all  bad  odors ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of 
the  cans,  "Contains  Inert  Matter  10%  (Water),"  represented  that  the  article 
contained  water,  an  inert  ingredient,  in  the  proportion  of  10  per  cent  thereof, 
whereas  the  article  contained  water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  10  per 
cent  thereof;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans, 
"  Manufactured  by  The  Cremoline  Mfg.  Company,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  XL  S.  A.,"  repre- 
sented that  the  article  was  manufactured  by  the  Cremoline  Manufacturing 
Co.,  whereas  the  article  was  not  manufactured  by  the  Cremoline  Manufactur- 
ing Co. ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "  Live 
Stock  Breeders  and  Poultry  Men  will  find  in  Cremoline  a  reliable  remedy  for 
Saddle  and  Harness  Galls,  Scratches,  Grease  Heel,  Mange,  Thrush,  Barb  Wire 
Cuts,  etc.,  by  applying  a  solution  consisting  of  one  part  Cremoline  to  twenty- 
five  parts  of  water  twice  daily,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  be  a  reliable 
remedy  for  saddle  and  harness  galls,  scratches,  grease  heel,  all  forms  of 
mange,  thrush,  barb  wire  cuts,  and  all  other  such  injuries  and  diseases,  whereas 
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the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed,  would  not  be  a  reliable  remedy  for  saddle  and  harness  galls,  scratches, 
grease  heel,  all  forms  of  mange,  thrush,  barb  wire  cuts,  or  all  other  such  in- 
juries and  diseases ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the 
cans,  "  Poultry,  Pigeons,  Dogs,  Belgian  Hares,  and  all  kinds  of  Pet  Stock. 
Cremoline  will  quickly  rid  fowls,  hen  houses,  cages,  pens,  etc.,  of  all  lice, 
mites,  bad  odors,  and  germs  of  disease.  Used  in  proportion  of  one  part  of 
Cremoline  to  fifty  parts  of  water,  the  fowls  or  animals  may  be  dipped  or  washed 
in  it.  All  nests,  roosts,  pens,  and  cages  should  be  washed  in  the  mixture  or 
have  it  applied  to  them  with  a  brush  or  spray  pump.  This  will  rid  them  of  all 
vermin,  germs,  and  foul  odors,  and  keep  them  in  sanitary  condition.  A  few 
drops  in  their  drinking  water  will  prevent  gapes,  roup,  cholera,  and  other  dis- 
eases. It  should  be  sprinkled  freely  around  the  runs,"  represented  that  the 
article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions 
directed,  would  rid  poultry,  pigeons,  dogs,  Belgian  hares,  and  all  other  kinds  of 
pet  animals  and  birds,  and  the  houses,  cages,  or  pens  where  such  birds,  fowls, 
or  animals  were  kept  or  confined,  of  all  vermin  and  all  germs,  would  prevent 
gapes,  roup,  cholera,  and  all  other  diseases  of  poultry,  whereas  the  article, 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  directed, 
would  not  rid  poultry,  pigeons,  dogs,  Belgian  hares,  and  all  other  kinds  of 
pet  animals  and  birds,  and  the  houses,  cages,  or  pens  where  such  birds,  fowls, 
or  animals  are  kept  or  confined,  of  all  vermin  and  all  germs,  and  would  not 
prevent  gapes,  roup,  cholera,  and  all  other  diseases  of  poultry ;  and  in  this,  that 
the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "A  dilution  of  one  part  Cremo- 
line Disinfectant  to  fifty  parts  water  will  destroy  all  insect  pests  on  trees, 
shrubs,  plants,  etc.,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion directed,  would  destroy  all  insect  pests  which  attack  or  infest  trees, 
shrubs,  or  plants,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed,  would  not  destroy  all  insect  pests  which  attack  or  infest  trees,  shrubs, 
or  plants;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans, 
"For  persistent  skin  diseases  on  animals,  apply  one  part  of  Cremoline  to  twenty 
parts  of  water  twTice  daily,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  directed,  would  be  effective  against  all  persistent  skin  diseases 
of  animals,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed, 
would  not  be  effective  against  all  persistent  skin  diseases  of  animals;  ami  in 
this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "Cremoline  is  most 
desirable  in  the  sick  room,  destroying  bad  smells  and  preventing  infection. 
Bedding,  carpets,  clothing,  etc.,  should  be  sprinkled  and  chamber  utensils  and 
other  articles  in  use  should  be  washed  in  a  solution  of  one  part  of  Cremoline 
to  one  hundred  parts  of  water,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  destroy  all  bad 
smells,  and  prevent  all  infection  in  and  about  sick  rooms,  whereas  the  article, 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed, 
Mould  not  destroy  all  bad  smells  and  would  not  prevent  all  infection  in  and 
about  sick  rooms;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  pamphlets  or 
folders  packed  in  the  case  with  the  cans  of  the  article,  "  The  Modified  Drop 
Method  adopted  by  the  United  States  Public  Health  and  Marine  Hospital 
Service  has  been  used  and  4  Cremoline '  Disinfectant  is  proved  to  be.  bacterio- 
logically,  seven  to  eight  times  stronger  than  pure  carbolic  acid  when  tested 
;igainst  a  vigorous  culture  of  Bacillus  Typhosus  (Typhoid  Germs),"  repre- 
sented that  the  article  was  seven  to  eight  times  stronger  in  bactericidal  power 
than  pure  carbolic  acid  when  tested  by  the  method  adopted  by  the  United 
States  Public  Health  Service,  whereas  the  article  was  less  than  seven  times 
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stronger  in  bactericidal  power  than  pure  carbolic  acid  when  tested  by  the 
method  adopted  by  the  United  States  Public  Health  Service ;  and  in  this,  that 
the  statement,  borne  on  the  pamphlets  or  folders  packed  in  the  case  with  the 
cans  of  the  article,  " '  Cremoline '  destroys  the  cause  of  infection.  One  gallon 
does  the  work  of  five  gallons  of  carbolic  acid,"  represented  that  the  article  was 
five  times  stronger  and  five  times  more  effective  in  destroying  infection  than  car- 
bolic acid,  whereas  the  article  was  less  than  five  times  stronger  and  less  than 
five  times  more  effective  in  destroying  infection  than  carbolic  acid ;  and  in  this, 
that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  pamphlets  or  folders  packed  in  the  case  with 
the  cans  of  the  article,  "  Hospitals — One  tablespoonful  of  '  Cremoline '  to  each 
gallon  of  water  makes  a  solution  in  strength  equal,  bacteriologically,  to  a  three 
per  cent  solution  of  carbolic  acid  crystals,"  represented  that  a  solution  of  the 
strength  of  1  tablespoonful  of  the  article  to  1  gallon  of  water  would  be  equal 
in  bactericidal  power  to  a  3  per  cent  solution  of  carbolic  acid  crystals,  whereas 
a  solution  of  the  strength  of  1  tablespoonful  of  the  article  to  1  gallon  of  water 
would  be  less  in  bactericidal  power  than  a  3  per  cent  solution  of  carbolic  acid 
crystals;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  pamphlets  or  folders 
packed  in  the  case  with  the  cans  of  the  article,  "  For  Horses  Horses — Grease 
Heels,  Scratches,  Barb  Wire  Cuts,  Wounds,  Sores,  and  Galls — Wash  with  a 
solution  of  one  tablespoonful  of  '  Cremoline '  to  one  pint  of  water,"  represented 
that  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion directed,  would  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  grease  heels  and 
scratches,  and  all  sores  which  affect  horses,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  be 
effective  against  all  forms  of  grease  heels,  scratches,  and  all  sores  which 
affect  horses ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  pamphlets  or 
folders  packed  in  the  case  with  the  cans  of  the  article,  "  For  Horses  *  *  * 
Mange — Remove  crusts  by  breaking  with  brush  or  curry  comb.  Apply  solu- 
tion of  three  or  four  tablespoonf uls  of  '  Cremoline '  to  each  gallon  of  water. 
Use  Scrubbing  brush;  repeat  treatment  every  five  or  six  days,"  represented 
that  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion directed,  would  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  which  affect 
horses,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of 
mange  which  affect  horses ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  pam- 
phlets or  folders  packed  in  the  case  with  the  cans  of  the  article,  "  For  Horses 
*  *  *  Thrush  and  Proud  Flesh — Apply  several  applications  of  '  Cremoline,' 
full  strength.  Then  use  a  solution  of  three  tablespoonfuls  to  one  gallon  of 
water,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strengths  and  proportions  directed,  would  be  effective  against  proud  flesh  in 
horses,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths 
and  proportions  directed,  would  not  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  proud 
flesh  in  horses ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  pamphlets  or 
folders  packed  in  the  case  with  the  cans  of  the  article,  "  For  Poultry  *  *  * 
A  thorough  spraying  of  4  Cremoline '  on  all  woodwork  and  particularly  under 
and  on  top  of  all  ledges,  in  a  solution  of  one  part  of  '  Cremoline  '  to  100  parts 
water,  three  tablespoonfuls  to  eacfi  gallon  will  protect  against  infectious  dis- 
eases and  will  destroy  germs  and  parasites.  To  ensure  perfect  cleanliness  and 
healthy  poultry  a  thorough  spraying  should  be  made  two  or  three  times  a  week," 
represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strengths  and  proportions  directed,  would  protect  poultry  against  infectious 
diseases,  would  destroy  all  parasites  which  infest  poultry,  and  would  insure 
the  health  of  poultry,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
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and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  protect  poultry  against 
all  infectious  diseases,  would  not  destroy  all  parasites  which  infest  poultry, 
and  would  not  assure  the  health  of  poultry ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement, 
borne  on  the  pamphlets  or  folders  packed  in  the  case  with  the  cans  of  the 
article,  "  For  Poultry  *  *  *  Cholera,  Symptoms — Diarrhoea  is  the  first 
symptom.  Second,  Fowls  appear  to  have  an  unusual  thirst  and  are  always  to 
be  seen  in  bunches  about  watering  places.  Treatment:  It  is  an  accepted  fact 
that  germs  are  causing  trouble.  Separate  the  sick  birds  from  the  well  and 
furnish  them  with  drinking  water  in  which  has  been  placed  one  teaspoonful 
of  4  Cremoline '  to  each  pint  of  water.  If  mashes  or  soft  food  are  given  use 
this  solution  to  mix  the  food.  If  they  decline  to  eat,  mix  one  pint  of  milk  with 
one  teaspoonful  of  *  Cremoline'  giving  a  teaspoonful  of  this  mixture  to  each 
at  a  dose,  twice  daily  and  continue  till  they  voluntarily  eat  or  are  cured,"  rep- 
resented that  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths 
and  proportions  directed,  would  be  effective  against  chicken  cholera  and  diar- 
rhea of  chicken  cholera,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against 
chicken  cholera  or  diarrhea  of  chicken  cholera ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements, 
borne  on  the  pamphlets  or  folders  packed  in  the  case  with  the  cans  of  the 
article,  "For  Poultry  *  *  *  Roup — Isolate  the  bird  and  bathe  the  head 
two  or  three  times  daily  as  well  as  washing  out  the  eyes  with  a  solution  of  three 
tablespoonfuls  to  one  gallon  of  hike  warm  water.  Put  one  or  two  teaspoonfuls 
of  '  Cremoline '  to  each  gallon  of  drinking  water,"  represented  that  the  article, 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  directed, 
would  be  effective  against  roup  in  poultry,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  directed,  would  not 
be  effective  against  roup  in  poultry ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on 
the  pamphlets  or  folders  packed  in  the  case  with  the  cans  of  the  article,  "  For 
Dogs  Washing — To  keep  dogs  in  a  clean  healthy  condition,  wash  periodically 
in  a  solution  of  *  Cremoline'  made  by  adding  one  tablespoonful  to  each  gallon 
of  water,"  represented  that  dogs  could  be  kept  in  a  healthy  condition  by  the  use 
of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  aud  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed,  whereas  dogs  could  not  be  kept  in  a  healthy  condition  by  the  use  of 
the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  pamphlets  or  folders  in 
the  case  with  the  cans  of  the  article,  "  For  Dogs  *  *  *  Mange — Break  the 
scab  with  a  brush  and  apply  '  Cremoline '  two  tablespoonfuls  to  a  gallon  of 
water.  Repeat  in  5  or  6  days  until  cured,"  represented  that  the  article, 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed, 
would  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  which  affect  dogs,  whereas  the 
article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
indicated,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange  which  affect  dogi ; 
and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  pamphlets  or  folders  packed  in 
the  case  with  the  cans  of  the  article,  "  For  Dogs  *  *  *  Distemper — Add  ten 
drops  'Cremoline'  to  a  glass  of  boiled  milk  three  times  a  day  for  two  or  three 
days.  Do  not  give  any  other  "food."  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  «ind  proportion  directed,  would  be 
effective  against  distemper  in  dogs,  whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  be 
effective  against  distemper  in  dogs;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on 
the  pamphlets  or  folders  packed  in  the  case  with  the  cans  of  the  article, 
44  Horticultural  Purposes  House  Plants,  Rose  Bushes — Parasite  insects  on 
shrubbery,  plants  or  vines  may  be  destroyed  thoroughly  with  a  solution  of 
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'  Cremoline  '  in  the  proportion  of  three  tablespoonfuls  to  one  gallon  of  water." 
represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  be  effective  against  all  parasitic  insects 
on  shrubbery,  plants,  and  vines,  and  on  house  plants  and  rose  bushes,  whereas 
the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  parasitic  insects  on  shrubbery, 
plants,  or  vines,  or  on  house  plants  or  rose  bushes ;  and  in  this,  that  the  state- 
ment, borne  on  the  pamphlets  or  folders  packed  in  the  case  with  the  cans  of 
the  article,  "  Horticultural  Purposes  *  *  *  San  Jose  Scale — Take  two 
tablespoonfuls  of  '  Cremoline '  to  a  bucket  of  water  and  apply  with  a  worn  out 
broom,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  be  effective  against  San  Jose  scale, 
whereas  the  article,  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  San  Jose  scale;  and  in  this, 
that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  pamphlets  or  folders  packed  in  the  case  with 
the  cans  of  the  article,  "  Horticultural  Purposes  *  *  *  Green  Fly  in  Hot 
Houses  and  Insects — Take  two  teaspoonfuls  of  '  Cremoline '  to  two  quarts  of 
water  and  sprinkle  with  this  solution ;  wait  a  few  minutes  and  then  sprinkle 
the  plants  with  clear  water,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  be  effective 
against  all  insects  which  infest  plants  in  hothouses,  whereas  the  article,  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would 
not  be  effective  against  all  insects  which  infest  plants  in  hothouses. 

On  May  17,  1916,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  goods,  judgment  of 
condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that 
the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  lit,  1911. 

280.  Misbranding  of  "  Fish  Oil  Soap."    U.  S.  v.  Henry  F.  Michell  Co.    Plea  of  guilty.  Fine, 
$5.    (I.  &  F.  No.  375.    Dom.  No.  9235.) 

On  March  6,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Henry 
F.  Michell  Co.,  a  corporation,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  and 
delivery  for  shipment  by  said  defendant  on  May  15,  1914,  from  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  New  York  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained 
in  four  packages,  designated  "  Michell's  Pure  Fish  Oil  Soap,"  designed  and 
intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide,  which  was  misbranded  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  (1)  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article  bore  state- 
ments which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  this,  that  the  statements 
on  the  labels,  "  Michell's  Pure  Fish  Oil  Soap  *  *  *  For  Destroying  scale 
and  all  other  insects  that  infest  plants,  trees,  and  shrubs.  Directions  for  Use — 
For  soft-wooded  plants,  dissolve  two  ounces  Soap  in  one  gallon  of  water  when 
used  as  a  spray,  or  four  ounces  when  used  as  a  wash.  For  hard-wooded  plants, 
dissolve  four  ounces  in  one  gallon  of  water  for  spraying,  or  six  ounces  when 
used  as  a  wash,"  represented  that  the  article,  prepared  and  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  directed  by  said 
statements,  would  destroy  all  scale  in  all  stages  and  all  insects  that  infest 
plants,  trees,  and  shrubs,  whereas  the  article,  prepared  and  applied  in  said 
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method  and  strengths  and  proportions,  would  not  destroy  all  scale  in  all  stages 
and  all  insects  that  infest  plants,  trees,  and  shrubs ;  and  in  this,  lat  the  state- 
ment, borne  on  the  labels,  "Michell's  Pure  Fish  Oil  Soap  Also  illed  'Whale 
Oil  Soap',"  represented  that  the  article  was  the  same  substance  and  prepara- 
tion as  the  substance  and  preparation  known  as  whale-oil  soap,  whereas  the 
article  was  not  the  same  substance  and  preparation  as  the  substance  and  prep- 
aration known  as  whale-oil  soap. 

Misbranding:  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide 
other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of 
an  inert  substance,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient  does  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage 
amount  of  the  inert  substance  and  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the 
article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  sub- 
stance and  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  substance  and  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages 
containing  the  article.  # 

On  March  10,  1916,  the  defendant  corporation  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

C.  F.  Mabvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  14,  1911. 

281.  Misbranding  of  "  Roach  Sault."    U.  S.  v.  Barrett  Chemical  Co.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $10. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  344.    Dom.  No.  8410.) 

On  March  9,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Barrett  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y..  alleging  the  ship- 
ment and  delivery  for  shipment  on  September  24,  1915,  from  the  State  of  New 
York  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated 
"  Roach  Sault,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide,  which  was 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article 
was  contained  in  2,880  packages,  each  labeled  as  follows:  "Roach  Sault" 
Guaranteed  by  the  Barrett  Chemical  Co.  *  *  *  Inert  substances  not  more 
than  507o  Contents,  3  oz.  *  *  * "  The  packages  containing  the  article 
were  packed  in  240  cartons,  each  labeled  as  follows:  "  B.  C.  Co.  Household 
Preparations   Roach  Sault    *    *    *   Contents  Three  Ozs.  each  can.    *    *    * " 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide,  and  the  statement  borne  on  each  of  the  cartons,  "Contents 
Three  Ozs.  each  can,"  were  false  and  misleading  in  that  they  conveyed  the 
meaning  and  impression  that  each  of  the  packages  contained  3  ounces  of  the 
article,  whereas  each  of  the  packages  contained  less  than  3  ounces.  Misbrand- 
ing of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  the 
statement  borne  on  each  of  the  packages,  "Contents,  3  oz.,"  were  calculaicd 
and  intended  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  each  of 
the  packages  contained  3  ounces  of  the  article,  whereas  each  of  the  packages 
contained  less  than  3  ounces  thereof  Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in 
thai  the  article  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  it  was  in  package  form,  and  the 
contents  were  stated  in  terms  of  weight,  but  they  were  not  plainly  and  qot* 
t  eeth  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  package,  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne 
on  each  of  the  packages.  "Contents,  8  «»z.."  am!  the  statement  borne  on  each 
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of  the  cartons,  "Contents  Three  Ozs.  each  can," .  purported  and  operated  to 
state  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were  3  ounces  of  the  article, 
whereas  the  contents  of  each  of  the  packages  were  less  than  3  ounces  thereof. 

On  March  14,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  lk,  1917. 

Z82.  Misbranding  of  "Amalie  Disinfectant."    U.  S.  v.  Sonneborn  Sons  (Inc.).    Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine,  $10.    (I.  &  F.  No.  370.    Dom.  No.  9074.) 

On  March  9,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
L.  Sonneborn  Sons  (Inc.),  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y„  alleging  the  ship- 
ment and  delivery  for  shipment  on  April  20,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New 
York,  into  the  State  of  Virginia,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  barrels, 
designated  "Amalie  Disinfectant,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  a 
fungicide,  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a 
fungicide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  water,  which  inert  substance  does  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of 
the  inert  substance  and  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at 
all,  on  each  or  either  of  the  barrels,  or  on  any  label  thereon,  nor,  in  lieu  of 
the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  substance  and  ingredient,  were 
the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  sub- 
stance and  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  either 
of  the  barrels  or  on  any  label  thereon. 

On  March  17,  1916,  the  defendant  pleaded  guilty  to  the  information,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  July  14,  1917. 

283.  Misbranding  of  "  Tip  Top  Brand  "  Tobacco  Dust.    U.  S.  v.  Interstate  Tobacco  Co.  Plea 
of  guilty.    Fine,  $5.    (I.  &  F.  No.  351.    Dom.  No.  8674.) 

On  March  24,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Interstate  Tobacco  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment and  delivery  for  shipment  on  January  24,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New 
York  into  the  State  of  California,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "  Tip 
Top  Brand,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  bags,  each  of  which  was  labeled  as  fol- 
lows :    "  Interstate  Tobacco  Co.  Tip  Top  Brand  For  Fumigating  and  Sprinkling." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  substances  other  than  nicotine,  which  substances 
and  ingredients  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the 
names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  inert  substances 
and  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or 
any  of  the  labels  on  the  bags  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names 
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and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  inert  substances  and  ingredients,  were  the 
names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients 
present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any 
of  the  labels. 

On  March  29,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

C.  P.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington.  D.  O.,  July  l  'h  JM7. 

284.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Neverscale."     U.  S.  v.  Charles  Lennig  &  Co.  Plea 
of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  388.    Dom.  No.  9499.) 

On  April  14,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Charles  Lennig  &  Co.,  a  corporation,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  the  Shipment 
and  delivery  for  shipment  on  February  23,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania into  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  of  200  pounds  of  an  article  designated 
"  Neverscale,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide  and  fungi- 
cide, which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  16  bags,  each  labeled  as  follows : 
"12^  lbs.  Neverscale  Patent  applied  for.  A  Lime-Sulphur  Compound  for 
spraying.  Sulfo  Chemical  Co.,  No.  1  Fairmount  Ave.,  Philadelphia,  P."  The 
16  bags  containing  the  article  were  packed  and  contained  in  a  barrel,  with 
which  were  also  packed  and  inclosed  certain  circulars  bearing  the  following 
statements :  "  Directions  for  using  Neverscale.  Insecticide  and  Fungicide.  Old- 
time  Sulphur  and  Lime  Spraying  Compound,  modernized.  Analysis:  Lime 
constituents,  56;31  per  cent  Sulphur,  43.69  per  cent  For  use  as  an  insecticide, 
or  for  winter  and  early  spring  spraying:  To  destroy  San  Jose  and  all  per- 
nicious scales,  use  in  the  proportion  of  |  of  a  lb.  to  a  gallon  of  water  and  boil 
for  ten  or  fifteen  minutes.  It  need  not  be  strained.  On  the  contrary,  it  Is 
advisable  to  stir  while  spraying,  as  the  sediment  will  readily  go  through  the 
finest  sprayer  nozzle.  Take  37*  lbs.  to  50  gallons  of  water,  or  if  you  desire, 
take  37i  lbs.  to  25  gallons,  and  after  boiling,  transfer  to  a  barrel  and  add 
cold  water  to  make  50  gallons.  For  trees  not  so  badly  affected,  the  proportion  is 
a  \  lb.  to  a  gallon.  *  *  *  Mixed  with  a  small  amount  of  water,  and  applied 
at  the  root  usually  in  May  or  June,  it  will  cure  tree  borer  and  sooty  cellar  rot" 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold:  In  this,  that  the  state- 
ments, "  Directions  for  using  Neverscale.  Insecticide  and  Fungicide.  Old-time 
Sulphur  and  Lime  Spraying  Compound,  modernized.  Analysis:  Lime  constitu- 
ents 56.31  per  cent  Sulphur  43.09  per  cent,"  contained  in  the  circulars  packed  in 
the  barrel,  purported  and  professed  that  the  article  was  of  the  standard  and 
quality  of  strength  and  purity  of  containing  sulphur  in  the  proportion  of  43.69 
per  cent  thereof,  whereas  the  article  contained  sulphur  in  a  proportion  much 
less  than  43.69  per  cent,  said  sulphur  being  a  substance  and  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  packages  and  label  bore  statements  which  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the  statements  contained 
in  the  circulars  packed  in  the 'barrel  with  the  bags  containing  the  article, 
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"  Directions  for  using  Neverscale.  Insecticide  and  Fungicide.  Old-time  Sul- 
phur and  Lime  Spraying  Compound,  modernized.  Analysis :  Lime  constituents 
56.31  per  cent  Sulphur  43.69  per  cent,"  represented  that  the  article  contained 
sulphur  in  the  proportion  of  43.69  per  cent  thereof,  whereas  it  contained 
and  consisted  of  sulphur  in  a  proportion  less  than  43.69  per  cent  thereof ;  and  in 
this,  that  the  statements  contained  in  the  circulars  packed  in  the  barrel  with 
the  bags  containing  the  article,  "  Directions  for  using  Neverscale.  *  *  * 
For  use  as  an  insecticide,  or  for  winter  and  early  spring  spraying:  to  destroy 
San  Jose  and  all  pernicious  scales,  use  in  the  proportion  of  f  of  a  lb.  to  a 
gallon  of  water  and  boil  for  ten  or  fifteen  minutes.  It  need  not  be  strained. 
On  the  contrary,  it  is  advisable  to  stir  while  spraying  as  the  sediment  will 
readily  go  through  the  finest  sprayer  nozzle.  Take  37£  lbs.  to  50  gallons  of 
water,  or  if  you  desire,  take  37|  lbs.  to  25  gallons,  and  after  boiling,  transfer 
.  to  a  barrel  and  add  cold  water  to  make  50  gallons.  For  trees  not  so  badly 
affected,  the  proportion  is  a  |  lb.  to  a  gallon,"  represented  that  the  art*cle, 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed 
by  said  statement,  would  destroy  all  pernicious  scales  which  affect  and  infest 
plants  and  trees,  whereas  the  article,  prepared  and  used  in  the  said  method  and 
manner  and  strength  and  proportion,  would  not  destroy  all  pernicious  scales 
which  affect  and  infest  plants  and  trees ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements  con- 
tained in  the  circulars  packed  in  the  barrel  with  the  bags  containing  the  article, 
"  Directions  for  using  Neverscale.  *  *  *  Mixed  with  a  small  amount  of 
water  and  applied  at  the  root  usually  in  May  or  June,  it  will  cure  tree  borer 
and  sooty  cellar  rot,"  represented  that  the  article,  prepared  and  applied  in 
the  method  and  manner  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  destroy  tree 
borers,  whereas  the  article,  prepared  and  applied  in  said  method  and  manner, 
would  not  destroy  tree  borers. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  consisted  partially  of 
inert  substances,  substances  other  than  free  sulphur,  calcium  thiosuiphate, 
calcium  sulphite,  and  calcium  sulphide,  which  inert  substances  and  ingredients 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances 
and  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the 
bags  containing  the  article  or  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  thereof,  nor  in 
lieu  of  the  names  and  tlie  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  substances 
and  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  and  ingredients  present,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  bags  or  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  April  20,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  lk,  1917. 

285.  Misbranding  of  "  Pi-Ne-X."     U.  S.  v.  J.  Warren  Bullen.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $5. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  385.    Dom.  No.  9660.) 

On  April  28.  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  J.  War- 
ren Bullen,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  the  Bullen 
Chemical  Co.,  Folcroft,  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment  by 
said  defendant  on  January  30,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the 
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State  of  Maryland,  of  5  gallons  of  an  article  contained  in  a  can,  designated 
M  Ti-ne-x."  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  a  fungicide,  which  was  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a 
fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  label  thereof  bore  statements  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser:  in  this,  that  the  statements.  "  Pi-ne-x  *  *  *  ..The  most 
powerful  disinfectant,  germicide,  antiseptic  and  deodorizer  known  to  medical 
science.  *  *  *  Directions  for  General  Use :  Pi-ne-x,  soluble  in  water,  for 
general  use.  One  gallon  Pi-ne-x  diluted  5  to  100  gallons  water,  as  infection  or 
density  of  odor  require,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  and  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  strength  and  proportion  directed  by  said  statements, 
would  be  the  most  powerful  disinfectant,  germicide,  antiseptic,  and  deodorizer 
known  to  medical  science,  whereas  the  article,  used  and  applied  in  the  said 
method  and  manner  and  strength  and  proportion,  would  not  be  the  most  power- 
ful disinfectant,  germicide,  antiseptic,  and  deodorizer  known  to  medical  science ; 
and  in  this,  that  the  statements,  "  Pi-ne-x  *  *  *  Directions  for  General 
Use:  Pi-ne-x,  soluble  in  water,  for  general  use.  One  gallon  Pi-ne-x  diluted 
5  to  100  gallons  of  water  as  infection  or  density  of  odor  require.  'an 
be  used  with  spray  or  sprinkling  can  to  destroy  foul  odors  or  disease  germs  in 
garbage  cans,  toilets,  etc.,"  represented  that  the  article,  used  and  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  strength  and  proportion  directed  by  said  statements, 
would  destroy  all  foul  odors  in  and  about  garbage  cans,  toilet  rooms,  or  other 
places  or  receptacles  from  which  such  odors  arise  and  emanate,  whereas  the 
article,  used  and  applied  in  the  said  method  and  manner  and  strength  anil  pro- 
portion, would  not  destroy  all  foul  odors  in  and  about  garbage  cans,  toilet 
rooms,  and  other  places  or  receptacles  from  which  such  odors  arise  and  emanate. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  consisted  partially  of  an 
inert  substance,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  substance  and  in- 
gredient were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  label  on  the  can 
containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the 
inert  substance  and  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  substance  and  ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all.  on  any  label  on  the  can  containing  the  article. 

On  May  2.  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Actinij  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C.  JuIii  /  '/.  1917. 

286.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Tobacco  Dust."     U.  S.  v.  28  Sacks  of  Tobacco  Dust. 
Decree  pro  confesso.  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture.    Product  ordered  sold.     <  I.  A  F. 

No.  :I95.    Dom.  No.  10474.    S.  No.  28.) 

( >n  December  20.  191".  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Indiana, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  Bald  district  a  libel  praying  condemnation  and  for- 
feiture ox  28,  more  or  less,  sacks  of  an  article  designated  "Tobacco  Dust,"  at 
Plymouth,  Ind.  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  transported 
on  July  28,  191").  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  State  of  Indiana,  that  it 
remained  unsold  and  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Plymouth.  Ind.. 
and  that  it  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910. 
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Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  other 
than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below 
the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this,  that  it  was 
sold  by  the  Globe  Tobacco  Co.,  Detroit,  Mich.,  as  being  tobacco  dust,  and  the 
article  purported  and  was  professed  to  be  of  the  strength  and  purity  of  tobacco 
dust,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  consisted  and  was  composed  of  the  powdered  tissues 
of  the  tobacco  plant,  whereas  the  article  consisted  and  was  composed  for  the 
most  part  of  sand  and  dirt.  Adulteration  was  alleged  further,  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  substances 
had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article,  in  this,  that  it  was  sold  as  being- 
tobacco  dust,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  consisted  and  was  composed  of  the  powdered 
tissues  of  the  tobacco  plant,  whereas  other  substances,  sand  and  dirt,  had  been 
substituted  in  part  for  tobacco  dust. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that 
it  was  an  imitation  and  was  offered  for  sale  under  the  name  of  another  article, 
in  this,  that  the  article  was  offered  for  sale  under  the  name  of  "  Tobacco  Dust," 
that  is  to  say,  a  substance  composed  of  the  powdered  tissues  of  the  tobacco 
plant,  whereas  the  article  was  not  tobacco  dust,  the  powdered  tissues  of  the 
tobacco  plant,  but  consisted  for  the  most  part  of  sand  and  dirt,  and  the  article 
was  an  imitation  of  tobacco  dust  and  was  sold  under  the  name  of  another  article, 
tobacco  dust.  Misbranding  was  alleged  further,  in  that  the  article  was  an 
insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  substances  other  than  nicotine,  which  inert  sub- 
stances do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and 
the  percentage  amounts  ,of  each  and  every  one  of  the  inert  substances  and 
ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of 
the  sacks  containing  the  article  or  on  any  label  thereof,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  inert  substances  and  ingredients,  were  the 
name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  ingredient  of  the  article  having  in- 
secticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  and  in- 
gredients present,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the 
sacks  or  on  any  of  the  labels  thereof. 

On  April  24,  1916,  a  decree  pro  confesso  was  entered,  and  on  June  5,  1916, 
final  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  the  article  was  ordered  sold  by 
the  United  States  marshal. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  July  14,  1911. 

287.  Misbranding   of   "  Nic-O-Pine."     U.   S.   v.    F.   H.   Kramer.     Plea   of   guilty.  .  Fine, 
$5.    (I.  &  F.  No.  387.    Dom.  No.  5217.) 

On  April  27,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Police  Court 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  an  information,  in  three  counts,  against  F.  H. 
Kramer,  a  corporation,  Washington,  D.  C,  alleging  the  sale  and  offering  for 
sale  by  said  defendant  on  May  6,  1915,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in 
•  bottles,  designed  "  Nic-O-Pine,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  in- 
secticide, which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  first  count  of  the  information 
in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the  package  and  label  bore  a  statement 
which  was  false  and  misleading,  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels 
of  the  bottles,  "Nic-O-Pine  Death  to  bugs  on  plants.  Directions:  Shake  well 
and  add  10  to  15  parts  of  water  and  spray  for  all  insects  on  plants."  represented 
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that  the  article,  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  method  and  manner 
directed  hy  said  statement,  would  kill  all  hugs  and  all  insects  which  attack  and 
affect  plant  life,  wThereas  the  article,  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and 
method  and  manner  directed  by  said  statement,  would  not  kill  all  bugs  and  all 
insects  which  attack  and  affect  plant  life. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further,  in  the  second  count  of  the 
information,  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,  for  the  same  reasons  as  alleged  in  the  first  count. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  third  count  of  the  information, 
in  that  the  article  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  water,  which  does 
not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and 
percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  packages,  nor  in  lieu  of  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  were  the' names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  August  27,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  first  count 
of  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  U,  1911. 

288.  Misbranding  of  "  Carbolac."     U.  S.  v.  The  Henry  Evans  Co.   (Inc.).     Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine,  $5.    (I.  &  F.  No.  349.    Dom.  No.  7865.) 

On  April  27,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Police  Court 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  an  information,  in  three  counts,  against  the  Henry 
Evans  Co.  (Inc.),  a  corporation,  Washington,  D.  C,  alleging  the  sale  and 
offering  for  sale  by  said  defendant  on  February  9,  1914.  of  a  quantity  of  an 
article,  contained  in  bottles,  designated  "  Carbolac."  designed  and  intended  to 
be  used  as  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  which  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  first  count  of  the  information 
in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide  and  that  the  package  and  label 
bore  statements  which  were  false  and  misleading  in  this,  that  the  statement 
borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles.  "This  bottle  full,  added  to  (2)  two  gallons 
of  water  makes  a  very  effective  disinfectant  and  germ  killer,  to  use  about  the 
house  and  yard.  Also  for  washing  animals.  It  is  purifying,  cleansing  and 
healing.  Keeps  off  fleas  and  all  kind  of  vermin,"  represented  that  the  article 
used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  strength  and  proportion 
directed  by  said  statement  would  prevent  and  keep  off  all  kinds  of  vermin 
which  affect  and  infest  domestic  animals,  whereas  the  article  used  in  the 
said  method  and  manner  and  strength  and  proportion  would  not  prevent  and 
keep  off  all  kinds  of  vermin  which  affect  and  infest  domestic  animals;  and  in 
this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles.  "  For  washing  ani- 
mals, old  sores,  mange,  burns,  fleas  on  dogs  and  other  animals  and  all  kinds  I 
of  vermin,  1  tablespoonful  to  a  quart  of  water  and  use  often,"  represented  that  j 
the  article  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  strength  and  pro- 
portion directed  by  said  statement  would  be  effective  against  all  forms  of  mange 
which  affect  domestic  animals  and  against  all  kinds  of  vermin  winch  affect 
and  infest  domestic  animals,  whereas  the  article  used  and  applied  in  the  said  \ 
method  and  manner  and  strength  and  proportion  would  not  be  effective  against 
all  forms  of  mange  which  affect  domestic  animals  or  against  all  kinds  of 
vermin  which  affect  and  infest  domestic  animals. 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  the  second  count  of  the 
information  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser  for  the  same  reasons  as  alleged  in  the  first  count. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  the  third  count  of  the 
information  in  that  the  article  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  water, 
which  does  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi, 
and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  or  at  all  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the 
packages,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingre- 
dient were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
the  article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  or  at  all  on  each  or 
any  of  the  labels. 

On  August  27,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  first  count 
of  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  July  14,  1917. 

289.  Misbranding  of  "  Simplex."    U.  S.  v,  Harry  J.  Smith.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $25. 
(I.  &  P.  No.  356.    Dom.  Nos.  8671,  8672,  8673.) 

On  May  5,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Harry  J. 
Smith,  doing  business  as  H.  J.  Smith  &  Co.,  Utica,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  defendant  on  February  3,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
State  of  California,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "  Simplex,"  which 
was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article 
was  contained  in  packages,  a  portion  of  which  purported  to  contain  5  pounds  each 
of  the  article ;  a  portion,  2£  pounds  each ;  and  a  portion,  1  pound  each. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  each  of  the  packages  was  alleged  in 
that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  the  package  and  label  thereof 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading  (1)  in 
this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels,  "  Simplex  Kills  Bugs  on  Plant  Life," 
conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article  would  kill  all  bugs  which 
affect  and  attack  plant  life,  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  all  bugs  which 
affect  and  attack  plant  life;  (2)  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the 
labels,  "  Simplex  Kills  Potato  Bugs  and  Prevents  Blight,"  conveyed  the  meaning 
and  impression  that  the  article*  would  kill  potato  bugs  and  would  prevent  blight 
of  plant  life,  whereas  the  article  would  not  kill  potato  bugs  and  would  not  pre- 
vent blight  of  plant  life ;  (3)  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels, 
"  Directions  for  Using  Dry,  Mix  1  lb.  with  100  lbs.  land  plaster  or  use  pure  if 
desired,"  and  "#For  Dry  Dusting  Potatoes,  Squash,  Cabbage,  Currants,  Melons, 
Roses,  Cucumbers,"  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article  when 
applied  as  directed  would  prevent  and  exterminate  all  insects  and  all  fungus 
diseases  which  attack  and  affect  the  potato,  the  squash,  the  cabbage,  the  currant, 
melons,  the  rose,  and  the  cucumber,  whereas  the  article  when  so  applied  would 
not  prevent  and  exterminate  all  insects  and  all  fungus  diseases  which  attack 
and  affect  said  plants;  (4)  and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  label,  con- 
veyed the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article,  when  used  by  spraying  with 
a  solution  composed  of  5  pounds  of  the  article  to  50  gallons  of  water,  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  at  times  directed  by  said  statements,  would  prevent 
canker  worm  of  the  apple,  codling  moth  on  the  apple,  apple  scab,  bean  anthrac- 
nose,  cabbage  worms,  aphis  on  cabbage,  cherry  rot,  cherry  curculio,  currant 
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worms,  currant  mildew,  flea-beetle  on  the  grape,  fungus  diseases  of  the  grape, 
leaf-eurl  of  the  peach,  peach  and  apricot  curculio,  peach  mildew,  peach  rot, 
potato  beetle,  potato  scab,  potato  blight,  anthracnose  of  the  raspberry  and  black- 
berry, rust  of  the  raspberry  and  blackberry,  rose  mildew,  black  spot  of  the  rose, 
red  spider  on  the  rose,  rose  aphis,  tomato  rot,  tomato  blight,  and  tomato  worms, 
whereas  the  article  when  used  in  the  strengths  and  proportions,  in  the  maimer 
and  method,  and  at  the  times,  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  not  pre- 
vent and  exterminate  the  said  insects  and  fungus  diseases.  Misbranding  of 
the  article  was  alleged,  also,  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and 
that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  iu 
the  several  respects  and  for  the  several  reasons  above  set  forth.  Misbranding 
of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide 
other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted  completely  of 
inert  substances,  to  wit,  partially  air-slacked  lime  and  impurities  of  the  same, 
which  inert  substances  and  inert  ingredients  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each 
of  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  the  labels  of  the  packages  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  of 
the  insecticide  and  fungicide  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  in  package 
form,  and  the  contents  were  stated  in  terms  of  weight,  but  they  were  not 
plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  packages,  in  this,  that  the 
labels  of  the  packages  purporting  to  contain  5  pounds  of  the  article,  bore  the 
statement,  "  5  Pounds,"  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  purporting  to  contain 
21  pounds  of  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "23  Pounds."  and  that  the  labels 
of  the  packages  purporting  to  contain  1  pound  of  the  article  bore  the  state- 
ment, "  1  Pound,"  which  statements  operated  to  state  that  the  contents  of  the 
packages  were  5  pounds,  2$  pounds,  and  1  pound,  respectively,  of  the  article, 
whereas  the  contents  of  each  of  tfie  packages  were  less  than  5  pounds,  2j 
pounds,  and  1  pound,  respectively,  of  the  article. 

( >n  September  24,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

C.  F.  Marvin.  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C.  July  l'h  1917. 

290.  Misbranding  of  "  Wakelee's  Sheep  Bath."     U.  S.  v.  Wakelee  &  Co.     Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine,  $50.    (I.  &  F.  No.  :'.60.    Dom.  No.  8811.) 

On  April  19,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  Information  against 
Wakelee  &  Co.,  a  corporation.  San  Francisco.  Cal.,  alleging  the  shipment  by 
said  defendant  on  April  18,  1914,  from  the  State  of  California  into  the  State 
of  Oregon,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  12  cans,  designated  "  Wake- 
lee's  Sheep  Bath,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  Insecticide,  which 
was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  (1)  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore  a  statement  which  was 
false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  ami  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the 
label.  "A  Powder  put  up  in  5  lb.  cans  at  .S1.(M>."  represented  that  each  of  the 
packages  contained  5  pounds  of  the  article,  whereas  each  of  the  packages  con- 
tained less  than  5  pounds  thereof.    Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that 
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the  article  was  in  package  form,  and  the  contents  were  stated  in  terms  of 
weight,  but  they  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the 
packages,  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels,  "A  Powder  put  up 
in  5  lb.  cans  at  $1.00,"  purported  and  operated  to  state  that  the  contents  of 
each  of  the  packages  were  5  pounds  of  the  article,  whereas  the  contents  of 
each  of  the  packages  were  less  than  5  pounds  thereof.  Misbranding  was 
alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens 
and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  combinations  thereof,  and 
the  total  amount  oS  arsenic  so  contained  in  the  article  was  not  stated,  ex- 
pressed as  per  cent  of  metallic  arsenic,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels 
on  the  packages  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in 
that  the  article  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates, 
and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  combinations  thereof  and  in  water-soluble 
forms,  and  the  amount  of  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms  so  contained  in  the 
article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  cent  of  metallic  arsenic,  or  at  all,  on 
each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article. 

On  May  31,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Actmg  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  lJf,  1917. 

291.  Misbranding  of  "  Fli-Kil."    U.  S.  v.  Robert  W.  Prescott.    Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $10 
and  costs.    (I.  &  F.  No.  299.    Dom.  Nos.  7037,  7453,  7968.) 

On  May  28,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  an  infor- 
mation in  two  counts,  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  dis- 
trict, against  Robert  W.  Prescott,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment  and 
delivery  for  shipment  by  said  defendant,  from  the  State  of  Missouri,  on  July 
22,  1912,  into  the  State  of  Kansas,  and  on  August  29,  1912,  into  tne  State  of 
Oklahoma,  of  quantities  of  an  article  contained  in  cases,  called  "  Fli-Kil," 
designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide,  which  were  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  both  counts  of  the  information  in 
that  the  article  was  an  insecticide  and  was  in  package  form,  and  the  contents 
of  each  of  the  packages  were  stated  in  terms  of  measure,  but  the  said  con- 
tents of  each  of  the  packages  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  out- 
side of  each  of  the  packages,  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  outside  of  each 
of  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "  Is  put  up  in  five  gallon,  one  gallon,  and 
one-half  gallon  and  quart  cans,"  which  statement,  because  of  the  apparent  com- 
parative size  of  the  packages,  purported  and  operated  to  state  that  the  con- 
tents of  each  of  the  packages  were  1  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas,  the  con- 
tents of  each  of  the  packages  were  less  than  1  gallon  of  the  article.  Misbrand- 
ing of  the  article  was  alleged  in  both  counts  of  the  information  in  that  the 
article  was  an  insecticide,  (1)  and  that  the  labels  on  the  package  bore  state- 
ments regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser, in  this,  that  the  labels  bore  the  statement,  "  For  Poultry :— To  extermi- 
nate head  lice  and  fleas,  spray  interior  of  coop  copiously  on  roosts  and  drop- 
ping boards,"  which  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article, 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  said  statement,  would  extermi- 
nate head  lice  and  fleas  on  poultry,  whereas,  the  article  applied  in  the  said 
method  and  manner,  would  not  exterminate  head  lice  and  fleas  on  poultry. 
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On  June  9,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information,  and 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
4  W  ashington,  D.  C,  July  l.'h  1917. 

292.  Misbranding  of  "  Moorman's  Stock  Dip  and  Disinfectant/'    U.  S.  v.  The  Moorman  Manu- 

facturing Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $100  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  382.  Dom.  Xo. 
9014.) 

On  March  9,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  an  informa- 
tion in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  the 
Moorman  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation.  Quincy.  111.,  alleging  the  shipment 
and  delivery  for  shipment  by  said  defendant  on  June  17.  1914,  from  the  State 
of  Illinois  into  the.  State  of  Indiana,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  45 
cans,  designated  "  Moorman's  Stock  Dip  and  Disinfectant,"  designed  and  in- 
tended to  be  used  as  an  insecticide,  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  water,  which 
substance  and  ingredient  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  miti- 
gate insects,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  in- 
gredient were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of 
the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the 
percentage  amount  of  the  inert  substance  and  ingredient,  were  the  names  and 
the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
insecticidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  ijaert  substance  and 
ingredient  present  in  the  article  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all.  on  each 
or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  June  12,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100  and  costs. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  l'h  1917. 

293.  Misbranding  of  "  Soluble  Pine-Ol  Disinfectant."    U.  S.  v.  International  Chemical  Co. 

Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $100  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  :\2S.    Dom.  No.  8337.) 

On  December  30,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
International  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Chicago.  111.,  alleging  the  shipment 
and  delivery  for  shipment  by  said  defendant  on  August  22,  1913,  from  the 
State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Michigan,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  con- 
tained  in  12  bottles,  designated  "Soluble  IMne-Ol  Disinfectant."  designed  and 
intended  to  be  used  as  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  which  was  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (Da  label  on  each  of  the  bottles  bore  statements 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  this,  that  the  statements,  borne 
on  the  labels  of  the  bottles.  "Soluble  Pipe-Oil  Disinfectant,"  and  "As  implied 
by  its  name  this  is  a  disinfectant  made  principally  from  pine  oil,"  represented 
that  the  article  was  made,  was  composed,  and  consisted,  principally  and  for 
the  most  part,  of  pine  oil.  whereas  it  was  not  made,  was  not  composed,  and  did 
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not  consist,  principally  and  for  the  most  part  of  pine  oil ;  and  in  this,  that 
the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles  "  For  Bad  Odors.  It  will  be 
found  excellent  for  destroying  bad  odors,  by  simply  pouring  a  few  drops  in  a 
saucer  of  water  and  then  placing  a  piece  of  blotting  paper  in  the  dish,"  repre- 
sented that  the  article,  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  by  said 
statement,  would  destroy  all  bad  odors,  whereas  the  article,  applied  in  the  said 
method  and  manner,  would  not  destroy  all  bad  odors,  but  would  only  mask  or 
conceal  some  bad  odors ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of 
the  bottles  "  Soluble  Pine-Ol  Disinfectant,"  and  "  Made  from  pure,  fragrant, 
southern  pine  oil,  and  other  powerful  germicides,"  represented  that  the  article 
was  made,  was  composed,  and  consisted,  principally  and  for  the  most  part,  of 
pine  oil,  and  that  all  substances  and  ingredients  other  than  pine  oil  present 
in  the  article  were  powerful  germicides,  whereas  the  article  was  not  made, 
was  not  composed,  and  did  not  consist,  principally  and  for  the  most  part,  of 
pine  oil,  and  all  substances  and  ingredients  other  than  pine  oil  present  in  the 
article  were  not  powerful  germicides. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that 
it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  water,  which  inert  substance  did 
not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  and  fungi,  and 
the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  substance  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  packages 
containing  the  article,  and,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage  amount 
of  the  inert  substance  and  ingredient,  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal 
properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substance  and  ingredient  pres- 
ent in  the  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  or  at  all  on  each  or  any 
of  the  labels. 

On  January  29,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  on  August  10,  1916,  theWurt  imposed  a  fine  of  $100  and  costs. 

C.  F.  Maevin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  0.,  July  U,  1917. 

294.  Misbranding  of  "  Mechlings  White  Marsh  Lime."    U.  S.  v.  Mechling  Brothers  Manufac- 
turing Co.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.    (I.  &  P.  No.  430.    Dom.  No.  9248.) 

On  October  4,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
for  said  district  an  information  against  Mechling  Brothers  Manufacturing  Co.,  a 
corporation,  Camden,  N.  J.,  alleging  the, shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  or  about 
March  26,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  California,  of 
a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "  White  Marsh  Lime,"  contained  in  cans, 
designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  a  fungicide,  which  was  misbranded  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a 
fungicide,  (1)  and  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  statements  regarding  the 
article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  this,  that  the  state- 
ment, borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "  The  best  in  the  world  for  disinfecting 
and  whitewashing,"  represented  that  the  fungicide  was  the  best  lime  in  the 
world  for  the  purpose  of  disinfecting  and  whitewashing,  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  it  was  not  the  best  lime  in  the  world  for  disinfecting  and  whitewash- 
ing ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "  This 
lime  being  made  from  pure  carbonate  of  Lime  Rock,  free  from  magnesia,  is 
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particularly  calculated  for  kalsomining  and  deodorizing.'"  represented  that  the 
fungicide  was  made  from  pure  carbonate  of  lime  rock,  and  that  it  was  free  from 
magnesia,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  was  not  made  from  pure  carbonate  of 
lime  rock,  and  it  was  not  free  from  magnesia,  but  contained  magnesia  in  a  large 
proportion  thereof;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the 
cans,  "  For  cleansing  privies,  cesspools,  &c.  a  quart  can  is  sufficient,"  repre- 
sented that  1  quart  of  the  fungicide  was  sufficient  to  cleanse  such  places  as 
privies  and  cesspools,  regardless  of  the  size  of  such  places,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  1  quart  of  the  article  was  not  sufficient  to  cleanse  such  places  as 
privies  and  cesspools,  regardless  of  the  size  of  such  places ;  and  in  this,  that 
the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans.  V  The  best  disinfectant  in  the 
world,"  represented  that  the  fungicide  was  the  best  disinfectant  in  the  world, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  was  not  the  best  disinfectant  in  the  world. 
Misbranding  of  the  fungicide  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  labels  did  not 
state  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  inert  substances  and  ingredients,  to 
wit,  substances  other  than  quicklime  or  calcium  oxide,  contained  in  the  fungi- 
cide, which  substances  and  ingredients  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
fungi,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  sub- 
stances and  ingredients,  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  fungicide  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients. 

On  October  23.  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C  Jutu  1',,  1911. 

295.  Misbranding  of  "  Readeana  Rose  Bug  Exterminator."    U.  S  v.  William  J.  Reade  (Reade 
Manufacturing  Co.).    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.    (I.  &  F.  No.  422.    Do'm.  No.  9479.1 

On  October  4,  1916.  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  dis- 
trict court  for  said  district  an  information  against  William  J.  Reade.  trading 
as  the  Reade  Manufacturing  Co..  Hoboken.  N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment  ln- 
said  defendant,  on  or  about  February  8.  1915,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey 
into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  designated 
"  Readeana  Rose  Bug  Exterminator,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  which  was  misbranded  within-  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide- Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  four  cans,  each  inclosed 
in  a  carton. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide,  (1)  and  that  the  labels  on  the  cans  and  cartons  bore  statements 
regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  this, 
that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  and  cartons.  "  Rose  Bug  Ex- 
terminator," represented  that  the  article  would  exterminate  all  bugs  which 
attack  and  infest  rosebushes,  whereas,  the  article  would  not  exterminate,  nor 
would  it  be  effective  against,  all  bugs  which  attack  and  infest  rosebushes:  and 
in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  and  cartons,  "  The 
effectual  insect  killer  for  plants,  shrubs,  fruit  trees  and  flowers.  The  great 
insect  killer,"  represented  that  the  article  would  kill  all  insects  which  attack 
and  infest  plants,  shrubs,  fruit  trees,  and  flowers,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article  would  not  kill  all  insects  which  attack  and  infest  plants,  shrubs,  fruit 
trees,  ami  flowers  ;  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  and 
cartons.  "A  killer  of  rose  bugs,  green  fly,  scale,  mealy  bug.  blight,  red  spider,  thrip, 
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maggots,  mites,  mildew  and  mold,  and  insects  of  every  kind  which  infest  rose 
bushes,  chrysanthemums,  carnations,  nasturtiums,  dahlias,  sweet  peas,  asters, 
hollyhocks,  grapevines,  etc.,"  represented  that  the  article  would  be  effective 
against  all  bugs  which  attack  and  infest  rosebushes,  all  scale  insects,  the 
mealy  bug,  all  blights,  the  red  spider,  all  mites,  all  mildews,  all  molds,  and  all 
insects  of  every  kind  which  attack  and  infest  rosebushes,  chrysanthemums,  car- 
nations, nasturtiums,  dahlias,  sweet  peas,  asters,  hollyhock,  and  grapevines, 
whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be  effective  against  all 
bugs  which  attack  and  infest  rosebushes,  all  scale  insects,  the  mealy  bug,  all 
blights,  the  red  spider,  all  mites,  all  mildews,  all  molds,  and  all  insects  of  every 
kind  which  attack  and  infest  rosebushes,  chrysanthemums,  carnations,  nas- 
turtiums, dahlias,  sweet  peas,  asters,  hollyhock,  and  grapevines ;  and  in  this,  that 
the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  and  cartons,  "  For  killing  and 
driving  away  rose  bugs,  ants  and  insects  of  every  kind  which  infest  rose- 
bushes, chrysanthemums,  carnations,  nasturtiums,  dahlias,  sweet  peas,  asters, 
hollyhock,  grapevines,  etc.,  *  Readeana  Rose  Bug  Exterminator  is  excellent,' " 
represented  that  said  article  would  kill  and  drive  away  all  bugs  which  attack 
and  infest  rosebushes,  and  all  ants  and  all  insects  of  every  kind  which  infest 
rosebushes,  chrysanthemums,  carnations,  nasturtiums,  dahlias,  sweet  peas, 
asters,  hollyhock,  and  grapevines,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  would  not 
kill  and  would  not  drive  away  all  bugs  which  attack  and  infest  rosebushes,  and 
all  ants  and  'all  insects  of  every  kind  which  infest  rosebushes,  chrysanthemums, 
carnations,  nasturtiums,  dahlias,  sweet  peas,  asters,  hollyhock,  and  grape- 
vines ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  and  car- 
tons, "  For  rose  bugs,  ants,  and  caterpillars,  use  4  to  6  ounces  to  each  gallon  of 
water    *    *    *.    Apply  with  a  fine  sprayer  early  in  the  morning  and  after 
sunset,"  represented  that  the  article,  prepared  and  applied  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  strength  and  proportion  directed  by  said  statement,  would  be 
effective  against  all  bugs  which  attack  and  infest  rosebushes,  all  ants,  and  all 
caterpillars,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  prepared  and  applied 
in  said  method  and  manner  and  strength  and  proportion,  would  not  be  effective 
against  all  bugs  which  attack  and  infest  rosebushes,  all  ants,  and  all  cater- 
pillars ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  and 
cartons,  "  For  currant  and  grape  worms,  red  spider,  and  mealy  bug,  use  4 
ounces  to  each  gallon  of  water.    *    *    *    Apply  with  a  fine  sprayer  early  in 
the  morning  and  after  sunset,"  represented  that  the  article,  prepared  and 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  strength  and  proportion  directed  by 
said  statement,  would  be  effective  against  all  worms  which  attack  and  infest 
the  currant  and  the  grape,  and  against  the  red  spider  and  the  mealy  bug, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  prepared  and  applied  in  the  said 
method  and  manner  and  strength  and  proportion,  would  not  be  effective  against 
all  worms  which  attack  and  infest  the  currant  and  the  grape,  or  against  the 
red  spider  or  the  mealy  bug ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  labels 
of  the  cans  and  cartons,  "  For  black  rot  on  grapevines,  spray  in  the  spring  and 
fall,  using  four  ounces  of  •  Readeana  '  Rose  Bug  Exterminator  to  a  gallon  of 
water,"  represented  that  said  article,  prepared  and  applied  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  strength  and  proportion  directed  by  said  statement,  would  be 
effective  against  the  black  rot  of  the  grape,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article,  prepared  and  applied  in  the  said*  method  and  manner  and  strength  and 
proportion,  would  not  be  effective  against  the  black  rot  of  the  grape.  Misbrand- 
ing of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  or  cartons 
did  not  state  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  substances  and 
ingredients  contained  in  the  said  insecticide  and  fungicide,  to  wit,  water,  ethyl 
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alcohol,  and  methyl  alcohol,  which  inert  substances  and  ingredients  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients,  and  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  said  article  hav- 
ing insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said 
inert  substances  and  ingredients  present  in  the  said  article. 

On  October  30,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C.  July  Uh  1917. 

296.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Triesol."    U.  S.  v.  Western  Chemical  Co.    Plea  of 
guilty.    Fine,  $25.    (I.  &  F.  No.  410.    Dom.  No.  9261.) 

On  June  22,  1916.  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  filed  in  the 
District  Court  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Western  Chemical 
Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant 
on  July  11,  1914,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Connecticut,  of 
a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "  Triesol,"  contained  in  12  cans,  designed 
and  intended  to  be  used  as  a  fungicide,  which  wTas  adulterated  and  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a 
fungicide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  the  statement 
borne  on  the  label  on  each  of  the  cans  containing  the  article  "  Containing  *  *  * 
inert-water  10%,"  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of 
the  said  article  was  such  that  it  consisted  and  was  composed  of  water  in  the 
proportion  of  10  per  cent  thereof,  and  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  label 
on  each  of  the  cans  containing  the  article,  to  wit,  "  It  has  been  proven  to 
possess  four  times  the  germ  destroying  properties  of  carbolic  acid,"  purported 
and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  said  article  was  such  that  it 
possessed  four  times  the  germ-destroying  properties  of  carbolic  acid,  and  the 
article  was  sold  under  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  whereas  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard 
and  quality  in  that  the  said  article,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  consisted  and  was 
composed  of  water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  10  per  cent  thereof,  and  the 
article  possessed  much  less  than  four  times  the  germ-destroying  properties  of 
carbolic  acid. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide  other 
than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  (1)  and  that  the  label  bore  statements 
which  were  false  and  misleading,  (2)  and  that  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  in  this,  that  the  statements 
"Containing  *  *  *  inert-water  10%,"  represented  that  the  article  consisted 
of  and  contained  water  in  the  proportion  of  10  per  cent  thereof,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article  consisted  of  and  contained  water  in  a  proportion  much 
greater  than  10  per  cent  thereof;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  "  It  has  proven 
to  possess  four  times  the  germ  destroying  properties  of  carbolic  acid."  repre- 
sented that  said  article  possessed  four  times  the  germ-destroying  properties  of 
carbolic  acid,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  possessed  much  less  than 
four  times  the  germ-destroying  properties  of  carbolic  acid;  and  in  this,  that  the 
statement  "  Make  a  solution  of  one  to  two  teaspoonfuls  to  a  quart  of  (luke  warm 
preferred)  water.  *  *  *  In  the  sick  room  vessels  containing  the  solution 
should  be  placed  to  prevent  the  spreading  of  diseases,  and  also  sprinkle  freely 
among'the  soiled  linen,"  represented  that  the  article  would  prevent  the  spread 
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of  diseases  if  vessels  containing  a  solution  composed  of  1  or  2  teaspoonfuls 
of  said  article  and  1  quart  of  water  were  placed  in  sick  rooms,  and  if  said 
solution  were  sprinkled  on  and  among  soiled  linen  used  in  such  sick  rooms, 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  would  not  prevent  the  spread  of 
diseases  if  it  were  used  and  applied  in  the  said  strength  and  proportion  and 
method,  and  manner. 

On  December  1,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  lk,  1911. 

297.  Misbranding  of  "  Phenol  Sodique."     U.  S.  v.  Anthony-  M.  Hance  (Hance  Brothers  & 

White).    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $5.     (I.  &  P.  No.  415.    Dom.  No.  8400.) 

On  September  6,  1916,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  said  district  an  information  against  Anthony  M.  Hance, 
trading  as  Hance  Brothers  &  White,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  defendant  on  December  30,  1913,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into 
the  State  of  Florida,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  144  bottles,  each 
inclosed  in  a  carton,  designated  "  Phenol  Sodique,"  designed  and  intended  to 
be  used  as  an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  which  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  191$ 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance, 
to  wit,  water,  which  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects  or  fungi,  and  that  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said 
inert  substance  and  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each 
or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  bottles  containing  the  said  article  or  on  each  or 
any  of  the  labels  on  the  cartons  inclosing  the  bottles,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name 
and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient  were 
the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  said 
article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  substances  and  ingredients  present  in  said  article,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  bottles  or  on  the  cartons 
inclosing  the  said  bottles. 

On  December  14,  1916,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  U,  1917. 

298.  Misbranding  of  "Red  Wing  Insect  Powder."    U.  S.  v.  Botanical  Manufacturing  Co. 

Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $15.    (I.  &  P.  No.  456.    Dom.  No.  10653.) 

On  January  15,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Botanical  Manu- 
facturing Co.,  a  corporation,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  on  or  about  August  10,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into 
the  State  of  Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  three  dozen  cartons, 
designated,  "  Red  Wing  Insect  Powder,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as 
an  insecticide,  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  "alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  (1)  and  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the  label,  "Average  Net 
Weight  2$  oz.,"  was  false  and  misleading  in  that  it  represented  that  each 
carton  contained  2\  ounces  of  said  insecticide,  whereas  each  carton  contained  less 
than  2\  ounces  of  the  said  insecticide;  (2)  and  that  the  statement,  borne  on  the 
label,  "Average  Net  Weight  2^  oz.,  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  purchasers 
into  the  belief  that  each  of  said  cartons  contained  2|  ounces  of  the  said  in- 
secticide, whereas  each  carton  contained  less  than  1\  ounces  of  the  said  in- 
secticide; (3)  and  that  the  article  was  in  package  form  and  the  contents  were 
stated  in  terms  of  weight,  but  the  contents  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the 
outside  of  the  package,  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  label,  "Average 
Net  Weight  1\  oz.,"  purported  to  state  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said 
cartons  were  2\  ounces  of  the  insecticide,  whereas  the  contents  of  each  carton 
were  less  than  2\  ounces  of  the  insecticide. 

On  January  15,  1917.  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $15. 

C.  F.  Majbvtn,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C  July  Uh  1911. 

299.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Fertilizing  Scale  Treatment."  U.  S.  v.  Albert  D. 
Kleckner,  Maybelle  B.  Kleckner,  and  Emma  Kleckner  (Fertilizing  Scale  Co.).  Plea  of 
guilty.    Fine,  $100.    (I.  &  F.  No.  163.    Dom.  Nos.  5208,  10837.) 

On  February  16.  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  for  said  district  an  information  against  Albert  D.  Kleckner, 
Maybelle  B.  Kleckner,  and  Emma  Kleckner.  trading  as  the  Fertilizing  Scale 
Co.,  Allentown,  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendants,  from  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania,  on  October  21, 1915,  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  anil  on  June  13, 1914, 
into  the  District  of  Columbia,  of  quantities  of  an  article  contained  in  packages, 
designated  "  Fertilizing  Scale  Treatment,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as 
an  insecticide,  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  the  information 
in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  was  intended  for  use  on  fruit  trees,  and 
contained  substances,  to  wit,  soluble  salts,  which  said  substances  would  be 
injurious  to  fruit  trees  if  used  in  the  quantity  contained  in  the  article  and  in 
the  method  and  manner  directed,  and  which  said  substances  so  contained  in  the 
article  would  cause  it  to  be  injurious  to  fruit  trees  if  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide.  (1)  and  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding 
the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading.  (21  and  that  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  in  this,  thai 
the  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  "  Fertilizing  Scale 
Treatment.  Directions:  Each  treatment  requires  a  white  and  brown  cap- 
sule. Cut  open  the  bark  on  the  three  sides  just  large  enough  to  contain  two 
capsules.  Bend  back  the  bark  of  the  tree  that  has  been  cut  open  and  push 
under  the  bark  one  white  and  one  brown  capsule  with  cap  removed.  Press  rlie 
bark  firmly  back  over  the  enclosed  capsules  and  tack  the  top  of  the  bark  with  a 
small  carpet  tack.  After  the  bark  is  secured  with  tack,  cover  the  entire  appli- 
cation with  grafting  wax.  Be  sure  the  grafting  wax  is  tight,  covering  whefei 
treatment.  For  a  tree  four  to  live  inches  in  diameter,  a  single  treatment  is 
required,  that  is  one  white  and  one  brown  capsule.  For  larger  trees,  two  or 
more  applications.    Trees  should  be  treated  on  the  trunk  in  line  with  fork  of 


Insecticide  17.]  SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS. 


319 


the  branches,  or,  if  the  branches  are  over  five  inches  in  diameter,  with  good 
tops,  treat  each  branch  individually.  For  smaller  trees  two  or  three  inches 
in  diameter  dose  should  be  divided  by  pouring  half  the  contents  of  each  capsule 
loose  in  the  incision,"  represented  that  the  article,  when  applied  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed,  would  fertilize  fruit  trees,  would  be  effective  against  all 
scale  insects  that  infest  or  attack  fruit  trees,  and  would  not  cause  injury 
to  fruit  trees,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth  the  article,  when  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  fertilize  fruit  trees,  would  not  be  effec- 
tive against  all  scale  insects  that  infest  or  attack  fruit  trees,  and  would  cause 
injury  to  fruit  trees;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements  borne  on  the  labels 
of  the  packages,  "  Fertilizing  Scale  Treatment.  Directions :  Each  treatment 
requires  a  white  and  a  brown  capsule.  Cut  open  the  bark  on  the  three 
sides  just  large  enough  to  contain  the  two  capsules.  Bend  back  the  bark  of  the 
tree  that  has  been  cut  open  and  push  under  the  bark  one  white  and  one  brown 
capsule  with  cap  removed.  Press  the  bark  firmly  back  over  the  enclosed  cap- 
sules and  tack  the  top  of  the  bark  with  a  small  carpet  tack.  After  the  bark  is 
secured  with  tack,  cover  the  entire  application  with  grafting  wax.  Be  sure  the 
grafting  wax  is  tight,  covering  the  whole  treatment.  For  a  tree  four  to  five 
inches  in  diameter,  a  single  treatment  is  required,  that  is  one  white  and  one  brown 
capsule.  For  larger  trees,  two  or  more  applications.  Trees  should  be  treated 
on  the  trunk  in  line  with  fork  of  the  branches,  or,  if  the  branches  are  over  five 
inches  in  diameter,  with  good  tops,  treat  each  branch  individually.  For  smaller 
trees  two  or  three  inches  in  diameter  doses  should  be  divided  by  pouring  half 
the  contents  of  each  capsule  loose  in  the  incision.  Each  treatment  contains 
not  less  than  35  per  cent,  potassium  cyanide  poison,  and  balance  inert  matter," 
represented  that  the  article  consisted  only  partially  of  substances  which  would 
not  cause  the  article  to  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  all  scale  insects  that 
attack  or  infest  fruit  trees  if  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  and 
represented  that  a  substance,  to  wit,  potassium  cyanide,  contained  in  the  article 
would  cause  it  to  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  all  scale  insects  that  attack 
or  infest  fruit  trees  if  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  consisted  wholly  of  substances  which  would  not 
cause  the  article  to  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  all  scale  insects  if 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  and  the  said  substance,  to  wit, 
potassium  cyanide,  contained  in  the  article  would  not  cause  the  insecticide  to 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  all  scale  insects  that  attack  or  infest  fruit 
trees  if  the  article  were  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed.  Misbrand- 
ing of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  wholly  of  inert  sub- 
stances, which  said  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects 
when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  and  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  the  label. 

On  February  21,  1917,  the  defendants  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting- Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  lk,  1917. 

300.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  London  Purple."  U.  S.  v.  Clayton  F.  Shoemaker  and 
Miers  Busch  (Shoemaker  &  Busch).  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  427. 
Dom.  No.  9968.) 

At  the  September  term,  1916,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  dis- 
trict, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Clayton  F, 
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Shoemaker  and  Miers  Busch.  trading  as  Shoemaker  &  Busck,  Philadelphia.  Pa., 
alleging  the  sale  and  delivery  by.  said  defendants  on  April  1,  1915.  to  John  Lucas 
&  Co.  (Inc.),  a  corporation,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article, 
contained  in  50  cans,  designated  "  London  Purple,"  designed  and  intended  to  be 
used  as  an  insecticide,  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  state- 
ment, borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  "  Consists  of  Arsenic  and  Lime  Com- 
pounds 70%,"  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  said  insecticide  was  such  that  it  contained  and  con- 
sisted of  compounds  of  arsenic  and  lime  in  the  proportion  of  70  per  cent  thereof, 
whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  said  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  in  that  the  said  insecticide  in  fact  and  truth  con- 
tained and  consisted  of  compounds  of  arsenic  and  lime  in  a  proportion  much 
less  than  70  per  cent  thereof. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  (1)  and  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  a  statement  regarding 
the  article  which  was  false  and  misleading.  (2)  and  that  the  article  was  labeled 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  in  this,  that  the  statement,  borne 
on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  "  Consists  of  Arsenic  and  Lime  Compound  70%," 
represented  that  the  article  contained  and  consisted  of  compounds  of  arsenic 
and  lime  in  the  proportion  of  70  per  cent  thereof,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article  contained  and  consisted  of  compounds  of  arsenic  and  lime  in  a  pro- 
portion much  less  than  70  per  cent  thereof.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further:  (1)  in  this,  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof 
and  in  a  water-soluble  form,  and  that  the  amount  of  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form, 
so  contained  in  the  article,  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  cent  of  metallic 
arsenic,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  packages;  (2)  and  in  this,  that  the 
article  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
calcium  arsenate  and  calcium  arsenite,  which  said  substances  and  ingredients 
did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on 
each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  packages,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percent- 
age amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  prop- 
erties, and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  said  labels.  It  was  alleged  further  that  on 
April  8,  1915.  John  Lucas  &  Co.  I  Inc.)  shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment,  from 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  Mississippi,  the  said  article,  con- 
tained in  the  50  cans,  in  the  identical  condition  as  when  receved  from  Shoe- 
maker &  Busch ;  that  when  the  article  was  sold  and  delivered  by  Shoemaker' & 
Busch  to  John  Lucas  &  Co.  (Inc.)  the  labels  on  the  cans  bore  the  statement, 
u  Guaranteed  under  the  Insecticide  Act,  1910  by  the  Distributors  Shoemaker  & 
Busch.  Philadelphia  ":  and  that  by  renson  of  the  said  guaranty  Clayton  F.  Shoe- 
maker and  Miers  Busch  were  amenable  to  the  prosecution,  fines,  and  penalties 
which  would  otherwise  attach  to  John  Lucas  &  Co.  (Inc.). 

On  October  18.  1916.  the  defendants  entered  a  plea  of  builty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  Imposed  a  tine  of  Si'.". 

C.  F.  Marvin.  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  1J,.  JO  17. 
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